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Genre-based AWE for L2 research writing 
 
From conceptual design to empirical evaluation and 
practical realization  
 
 
Elena Cotos
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Introduction 
Research writing is craftsmanship central to the world of research and academia. It is the main 
means employed by scientific communities to disseminate and ratify knowledge, ‘inject[ing] 
light on dusty areas’ of academic enterprises (Barnett, 2005, p. 3). The journal articles, 
conference papers, grant proposals, theses, and dissertations, which are valued research-related 
genres, are viewed as major intellectual endeavors that earn their authors credentials and confer 
them academic status. For novice scholars such as graduate students, who are legitimate but 
peripheral participants in their scientific communities (Lave & Wenger, 1991), research writing 
is the first step towards accessing and actively engaging in the discourse of their discipline. The 
enculturation of these novice scholars in their disciplinary communities is high stakes, since 
dissemination of their research perceptibly impacts earning an advanced degree, professional 
growth, and academic recognition.  
The expansion of global economy worldwide has placed global demands to impose 
greater accountability on higher education in general and on graduate students in particular. An 
important accountability component is increased student publication output as a measure of 
institutional productivity and reputation (Eyres, Hatch, Turner, & West, 2001); thus, producing 
scholars that can communicate about research effectively has become a priority on the agenda of 
graduate education. With this strategic agenda, research writing has become a major point of 
tension (Aitchison & Lee, 2006, p. 265) as universities worldwide instituted high quality 
evaluation standards for student academic productivity in addition to course and program 
requirements. In some doctoral programs, publications of both high quality and quantity are an 
explicit requirement for graduation; in others, publishing is an implicit, but consequential 
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criterion in the assessment of graduate students (Caffarella & Barnett 2000; Lavelle & Bushrow 
2007).    
For graduate students as aspiring scholars, research writing is also the foundation of their 
academic career and of the credibility of their scholarly dossier. Continued academic success is 
largely determined by their ability to write research results as manuscripts for submission to 
prestigious refereed journals. Initially, publications give graduates a competitive entry into the 
job market, being the main indices of their potential. When a position is obtained (be that 
postdoctoral, academic, and even nonacademic professional), the research writing demands do 
not abate, but rather intensify and become even more challenging (Carter, 2012). Promotion, 
tenure, different reward systems, and recognition from professional groups – are all largely 
dependent on demonstrated ability to conduct and disseminate research (Blackburn, Behymer, & 
Hall, 1978; Boice, 1992). Young scholars are expected to produce a stream of publications in 
reputable venues that will be included in library databases and citation indexes (Flowerdew, 
1999). This is true for early-career researchers in all fields of study. For instance, growth on the 
academic ladder for scholars in the life sciences generally requires up to fifteen publications in 
refereed journals as a benchmark measure of scientific potential. In the life sciences, like in most 
fields, dissemination of research findings is considered an ‘irrevocable duty’ that practicing 
scientists must complete (Gladon, Graves, & Kelly, 2011, p. 5-6). Cuthbert & Spark (2008) 
concur that in the sciences ‘publication culture is the norm’ (p. 78). This is also the primary way 
to gain access to the engineering community (Kushner, 1997). Similarly, in computer science the 
so-called soft skill of writing is an asset that employers desire the most (Dansdill, Hoffman, & 
Herscovici, 2008).  
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Publishing research outcomes means gaining membership of the disciplinary community. 
To accomplish that, novice scholars need to be able to demonstrate the worthiness of their 
scientific contributions. This implies engaging in a complicated process of review, refereeing, 
and feedback, which is in fact a process of negotiation with the disciplinary gatekeepers. 
Gatekeepers – from academic supervisors to journal reviewers and editors – are individuals who 
safeguard the scholarly discourse (van Dijk, 1996) and who position newcomers as knowing 
insiders or unknowing outsiders (Viete & Ha, 2007). They accept the validity of new claims, 
passing approval on the part of the research network, and confer membership to their community 
if they are persuaded of the originality, rigor, and significance of the reported work. Persuading 
these omniscient judges requires effective construction and negotiation of scientific knowledge 
through writing, which presents significant challenges for those who are relatively new to this 
task.  
Unfortunately, very little is being done in higher education to equip graduate students, 
especially international graduate students for whom writing in English poses difficulties of its 
own, with the skills they need to become competent scholarly writers and to cogently 
communicate with their disciplinary community. There exists a myth of the always/already 
independent researcher (Johnson, Lee, & Green, 2000). When enrolling in graduate programs, 
students are expected to already possess advanced academic writing skills (Lillis & Turner, 
2001) and to demonstrate the ability to effectively extrapolate their skills across the boundaries 
of different genres and rhetorical contexts. This covert expectation has cultivated some 
dangerous assumptions in higher education – that if students ‘can think well, they can write well’ 
(Turner, 2012, p. 18) and, if not, they can relatively tenuously reach the expected writing 
standards (Whitehead, 2002).  
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The false assumption that research writing skills are sufficiently practiced or 
automatically acquired through the completion of disciplinary coursework and through 
apprenticeship go hand in hand with the opinion that graduate students, English speakers or not, 
have no need for explicit research writing instruction. Even though it has been convincingly 
argued that it should be formally included in graduate-level courses (Badley, 2009a; Kamler & 
Thomson, 2008), the focus on academic writing in disciplinary curricula is very weak. Cilliers 
(2012), for example, reports that in computer science writing is rarely endorsed as a foundational 
skill, and where it is – the apportionment to such instruction is only two percent or less of the 
core study hours.  
Turner (2012) problematizes the ‘ready-made ease with which this broad assumption 
operates’ (p. 18). Indeed, the research writing ability is too complex to be automatically acquired 
when learning about or doing research (Bjork, Brauer, Rienecker, & Jorgensen, 2003). Graduate 
students openly admit that they need more guided practice, feeling ‘all-too commonly isolated 
[as a] research writer’ (Aitchison & Lee, 2006, p. 266). Fergie, Beeke, McKenna, and Creme 
(2011) quote a frustrated doctoral student, ‘You’re on your own, […] and it’s a lonely walk’ (p. 
236). Many second-language (L2) writers, in particular, are less than prepared for the demands 
of disciplinary writing, as their college-level assignments in English are generally non-scholastic 
in nature (Kushner, 1997). Even if L2 writers receive an undergraduate degree in an English-
speaking country, the gap between their undergraduate writing courses and advanced-level 
research writing is too big. This often puts a major burden on the academic advisors. Some spend 
an enormous amount of hours correcting or even re-writing their disciples’ theses or co-authored 
articles (Lax, 2002); others choose not to do that expecting their advisees to seek this kind of 
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help elsewhere. ‘But where should this help come from, and what form should it take?’ asks 
Cotterall (2011, p.413) concerned with doctoral candidates’ experience of writing. 
Instituting a formal research writing curriculum in higher education has been an onerous 
task, and who is in a position to provide such a curriculum is still a difficult question. Should 
English departments, writing centers, or disciplinary departments take this call? Elton (2010) 
describes the situation as it currently is in most higher education institutions:  
Student writing in an academic discipline is, if taught at all, taught either in an 
academic writing unit, which rarely if ever can go beyond the generic, or within a 
disciplinary department, where there is rarely the appropriate expertise in 
academic writing. Seldom are the two functions of generic academic writing and 
writing in a discipline combined through being taught by an academic in the 
discipline who has additionally specialised in academic writing; as seldom is there 
a constructive collaboration between equals – discipline specialists and writing 
specialists. (Elton, 2010, p. 151) 
Admittedly, teaching research writing is very demanding – both for writing specialists and 
discipline specialists. For writing teachers, the job is as complex as it can be, for while they can 
cover a gamut of things about the target research genres, they lack the insider knowledge needed 
to adequately address disciplinarity as well as socio-cultural contexts and embedded cultural 
values. The challenge is doubled by the traditionally heterogeneous composition of classes where 
the students come from a variety of majors and need to learn the discursive practices of their 
particular discipline. For discipline specialists, the task is also confounding. While they are 
familiar with the perspectives, debates and assumptions about knowledge in their field and thus 
can judge the quality of the content and of the propositions in their students’ writing, they often 
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lack explicit knowledge of genre-specific communicative purposes, formal textual features, 
intertextual links that formulate and reference newly constructed knowledge, and so on.  
Notwithstanding the fallacious assumptions about research writing as an unequivocal, 
easily generalizable skill and the undetermined institutional curricular aspirations, English-
medium academic settings have witnessed a longstanding tradition of academic writing teaching 
practices. These practices, typically offered by departments of English, Linguistics, or English as 
a Second Language, spring from two major approaches to genre theory. One is the so-called 
linguistic approach, which includes English for Specific Purposes (ESP) and Systemic 
Functional Linguistics (SFL). The second is the New Rhetoric (NR) nonlinguistic approach. The 
linguistic and non-linguistic perspectives to genre-based teaching may have gained the reputation 
of being adversative while, in fact, they should be adopted as mutually complementary. Each of 
these two dominant perspectives has its own epistemological strengths, which if conjoined can 
result in L2 writing pedagogy that builds upon second language acquisition (SLA) principles as 
well as upon cognitive and social constructivist tenets, inducing L2 writers into knowledge 
creation and facilitating meaning-making for and with the scientific audience, which are crucial 
to the research writing activity.  
The need to teach research writing, in general, and the need to teach it as a dynamic 
construction of knowledge artifacts that are socially oriented and that reflect the writer’s 
constructionist dialog with a disciplinary community, in particular, has motivated me as a 
practitioner and as a researcher to seek solutions that could facilitate L2 writing pedagogy by 
promoting the learning of research genres. As an applied linguist, I envision L2 research writing 
pedagogy as being transformed, if not revolutionized, by corpus and genre-based automated 
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writing evaluation (AWE) technologies designed to complement instruction with computerized 
affordances that are otherwise either unavailable or extremely time and labor-intensive.  
This book illustrates my vision, building on a rich discussion that invites different 
domains, each directly or indirectly impacting the conceptualization, development, and 
implementation of a potent computer-assisted pedagogical solution to the research writing 
problem in higher education. In this discussion, I invite voices from the cognitivist educational 
psychology, which approach learning to write as acquiring knowledge that is tied to memory and 
cognitive processes. This allows me to subsequently summon intelligent tutoring systems and 
artificial intelligence that, I believe, have a lot to offer in terms of individualizing learning 
opportunities. I also bring in the perspective of social constructivism, where learning to write is 
viewed as acquiring knowledge that is constructed dynamically and negotiated socially. With 
this, I underscore the importance of feedback and justify a needed connection to scaffolded 
computer-assisted learning environments (see Harasim, 2012) such as automated writing 
evaluation (AWE) programs. Further, more closely centering on writing as a language skill, I 
focus on theoretical tenets about language and skill acquisition that are informative for L2 
writing pedagogy. Addressing pedagogy itself, I consider genre-based approaches as well as 
assessment practices that are of paramount importance, but are constrained by practical 
limitations. 
Drawing on this fertile landscape, I propose a model for designing corpus and genre-
based AWE, develop and evaluate the effectiveness of a prototype, and expand the model to the 
design of a full-fledged program that I present as a compelling computer-assisted augmentation 
for L2 research writing pedagogy. This program – the Research Writing Tutor (RWT), analyzes 
students’ research articles and generates discipline-specific feedback based on the conventions of 
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this genre. It is intended for use as a formative assessment tool during revision in order to 
facilitate this process with different forms of corpus-based scaffolding. A strong believer in 
principled design of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) applications, I adhere to 
Chapelle (2001) who construes CALL effectiveness in terms of an evaluation argument 
warranted by judgmental and empirical analyses of appropriateness ‘on the basis of evidence and 
rationales pertaining to task use in a particular setting’ (p. 53). Therefore, the AWE program I 
introduce here is justified with theoretical as well as empirical rationales supporting its use in a 
representative target context. 
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PART I   Designing genre-based AWE for L2 research writing  
Part I lays the groundwork for the development of genre-based AWE for L2 research writing. 
The first chapter discusses the research writing construct and pedagogical aspirations, 
establishing a much needed dialogue that involves prominent views in cognitive psychology 
concerned with writing development, in rhetoric concerned with writing as social practice, and in 
the English for Academic Purposes (EAP) area of applied linguistics concerned with developing 
the language skills needed for effective academic communication. The second chapter provides a 
bird’s eye view of the AWE state-of-the-art in order to then reinforce the theoretical and 
operational frameworks formulated in Chapter 3 and integrated in the conceptual design of the 
genre-based prototype introduced in Chapter 4.  
Chapter 1   Learning and teaching challenges of research writing 
Research writing poses a great challenge for graduate students who are novice writers struggling 
with transitioning from peripheral to full participation in the discourse of their disciplinary 
community. At the same time, teaching research writing is often daunting for writing instructors 
due to unfamiliar disciplinary conventions of research genres. Addressing these learning and 
pedagogical challenges necessitates an understanding of the cognitive and socio-disciplinary 
dimensions underpinning research writing. In this first chapter, I elaborate on what these 
dimensions entail and how they intertwine in the construct of research writing competence. To 
further reason about how that applies to L2 research writing pedagogy, I discuss two 
epistemologically different genre teaching traditions – linguistic and rhetorical. Then I put forth a 
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rationale for enhancing L2 research writing instruction with genre and corpus-based AWE 
technology that can foster fundamental linguistic and rhetorical principles.  
1.1   Research writing essentia  
1.1.1   The cognitive dimension of research writing  
L2 writers often think of writing as just a language skill, and of research writing as a more 
advanced but still a language skill, which can be perfected through brainstorming ideas, drafting, 
revising and editing. While there is some truth to this perception, it is not entirely accurate. 
Research writing is arguably much more than such a linear sequence of steps. It is a process of 
knowledge transformation rather that transmission1 (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) and is thus 
definitely ‘not just a mopping-up activity at the end of a research project’ (Richardson 1998, p. 
345), or a write-up as it is often referred to. It is a process that involves intense cognitive activity 
to create comprehensive outcomes of various forms of academic inquiry. Badley (2009b) sees 
research writing as a constructive, creative, and transformative process of knowledge in the 
making. Assuming Dewey’s (1991) view of learning from experience, he characterizes it as a 
dynamic and highly reflective process on the part of the writer, during which knowledge is 
constructed, deconstructed and reconstructed; concepts are connected, disconnected and 
reconnected; and ideas are shaped, mis-shaped and reshaped (Badley, 2009a, p. 209).  
The complex cognitive paths and mechanisms triggered in the process of research writing 
can be described through the prism of cognitive models of writing that have evolved over the last 
                                                          
1 Differentiating between novice and expert writers, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) maintain that the former write 
for knowledge-telling, presenting their knowledge about a topic and moving from one idea to the next. Expert 
writers, on the other hand, write for knowledge-transformation, approaching the writing task as a problem-solving 
task. In transforming knowledge, problem solving involves analysis of both topical and rhetorical aspects and 
developing elaborate content and rhetorical goals. 
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thirty years. Flower and Hayes (1981), who proposed the most well-known cognitive process 
theory of writing of our contemporaneity, posited that writing as a process unfolds in a 
continuous series of reflective, generative, and inventive actions that activate the facets of 
individual cognition. Their theory explains writing as a set of distinctive thought processes that 
can be hierarchically organized and embedded in one another by the writer, for whom writing is 
goal-oriented. Their writing model contains three recursive processes – planning, translating, and 
reviewing. Planning entails creating an abstract internal representation of what the written prose 
would be. This representation is formed by generating ideas, giving those a meaningful structure, 
and by setting procedural and substantive goals (for example, how to begin and what content to 
present for what purpose). Translating is ‘essentially the process of putting ideas into visible 
language’ (p. 373). Reviewing is sub-divided into evaluative appraisal and actual modifications 
of the text. These two evaluation and revising sub-processes were expanded by Bereiter & 
Scardamalia (1983) who put forth the so-called compare-diagnose-operate (CDO) model, 
according to which when writers revise they first compare what they wrote with the mental 
representation of what they wanted to write. This comparison should result in diagnosing 
potential problems and then operating, or changing the text.  
The importance of revision-oriented diagnostic operations was further substantiated in 
modified cognitive models (Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, & Stratman, 1986; Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stratman & Carey, 1987), where a processes sub-stage and a knowledge sub-stage were 
added. The former includes evaluation in the form of reading to comprehend and identify 
problems, strategy selection, and modification of the writer’s internal and/or external 
representation of the text. The latter includes the goals, criteria, and constraints that define the 
writing task; detection of ill-defined and diagnosis of well-defined representations of the 
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problem; and the revision procedures intended to improve the text. This modeling approach, 
therefore, encompasses a much more complex reviewing process, where the cognitive path for 
evaluation and revision clearly relies on reflective reading. Reading allows writers to evaluate 
whether the written text representation corresponds with the intended mental representation and, 
consequently, to detect or diagnose the cause of the mismatch and to identify a suitable 
correction strategy.  
Revision is also contingent on well-developed metarhetorical, metastrategic, and 
metalinguistic awareness (Horning, 2002). These types of metacognitive awareness are ingrained 
in the internal processes activated when writers evaluate their text, detect a need for revision, and 
engage in strategy selection (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001). Most novice writers lack this 
awareness, and their ability to detect and diagnose problems when revising, or, as Flower et al. 
(1986) put it, ‘to see a problem in the text as a meaningful, familiar pattern’ (p.48), is weak. The 
same can be said about novice L2 research writers. Academic writing instruction needs to help 
them develop metacognitive awareness to improve this diagnostic ability, as it is often the most 
important cognitive factor in successfully revising texts, both on a surface and global level. 
1.1.2   The socio-disciplinary dimension of research writing 
Acknowledging the role of cognition, Viete and Ha (2007) compare creative knowledge 
construction in research writing to the making of a quilt because it requires investment of self, 
efforts, and time, but, most importantly, because its ‘impact depends upon the expectations of the 
reader and the echoes of other texts in the mind of this reader as much as it does on the craft of 
the writer’ (p. 39). This quote underscores the social dimension of research writing, which 
presupposes intricate interactions between the writer and the readers as the former engages with 
the latter to create texts (Hyland, 2002, 2004a). Li (2006) explains that in writing as social 
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interaction, authors shape their texts in a way that meets the expectations of the target readership. 
This underlying conversation with the disciplinary audience makes texts a place where writers 
and readers intersect for meaning making (Hyland, 2002). More specifically, writers are not 
simply transmitting meaning, but rather co-creating it in view of someone else’s reading and 
interpretation (Badley, 2009b). They are intertwining their ideas with the readers’ anticipated 
critical stance so that challenging it is justified and accepted.  
The socio-disciplinary interaction is well-enveloped by genres, which have evolved as a 
response to the social interactions within disciplines (Bazerman, 1988) and to the socio-
disciplinary forces that institutionalise their conventions (Paltridge, 2002). Genres have 
traditionally been defined as text types with shared communicative purposes that are achieved by 
means of a set of discourse conventions including overall organization and lexico-grammatical 
choices (Swales, 1990). These text types are ‘conventionalized forms of writing […] by which 
knowledge and information get disseminated to a community of people with shared interests’ 
(Ramanathan & Kaplan, 2000, p. 172). According to Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995), genres are 
also ‘inherently dynamic rhetorical structures that strategically package content in ways that 
reflect the discipline’s norms, values, and ideology (pp.1-3). Research-related genres such as 
research articles, conference papers, theses, and grant proposals reflect the preferred discourse 
practices of the scientific community since they ‘are grounded in disciplinary ways of knowing’ 
(Paxton, 2011, p. 54). To engage in this particular type of social practice, writers draw on and 
conform with the representational resources of genres (Lillis & Scott, 2007) as vehicles that help 
create meaningful and intelligible communication with the members of the disciplinary 
community. Displaying such conformity is an important way of achieving consensus and making 
an impact on the discipline (Hyland, 2000).  
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I opened the discussion with the cognitive and socio-disciplinary dimensions of research 
writing to contend that it should not be treated as a passive compilation of empirical outputs 
accrued and shared by individual authors or co-authors. On the contrary, research writing is a 
process that is contemplative, intellectual, and introspective and communicative, interdiscursive, 
and communal. To successfully and productively engage in this process, L2 writers need to be 
able to create texts that are putting forward credible and temporal scientific claims in ways that 
are acceptable by a social structure with an established system of practices called discourse 
community (Giddens, 1979). This requires an advanced competency, which has not yet been 
explicitly defined as a construct. To arrive at a pedagogically informative description, I will 
further consider some insights from the socio-cognitive genre theory (Berkenkotter & Huckin, 
1995; Bhatia, 1993).  
1.1.3   Research writing competence  
The ability to read and write academic texts has received the ostensible definition of academic 
literacy (Spack, 1997). Research writing can be considered an essential competency of a highly 
specialized academic literacy (Belcher, 1994). This competency involves reading that is no 
longer for comprehension but rather for reflective, critical evaluation. Badley (2009a) calls it 
‘de-constructing’ scholarly texts, that is ‘trying to tease out, for own critical appreciation and 
understanding, how a writer as maker or fabricator has gone about constructing and shaping that 
text’ (p. 213). He suggests that deconstructive reading, through analysis, evaluation, and 
interpreting of literature, prepares authors for re-evaluating and re-interpreting texts in a re-
constructive synthesis, which is the writing itself.  
The contours of this re-constructive synthesis are shaped by research genres, 
conceptualized by socio-cognitive genre theorists as a dynamic rhetorical ‘form of situated 
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cognition embedded in disciplinary activities’ (Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995, pp. 3-4) and used 
by writers in recurrent communicative situations to inculcate experience and meaning. Research 
genre writing thus can be viewed as applied metacognition (Hacker, Keener, &, Kircher, 2009). 
As a process, it unfolds in a sequence of goal-oriented mental actions that involve monitoring 
and metacognitive awareness (Dunlosky & Metcalfe, 2009; Schraw & Dennison, 1994). 
Metacognitive awareness comprises knowledge of concepts relevant to the genre-related 
rhetorical task and knowledge of how to apply the concepts to complete the rhetorical task 
(Flower & Hayes, 1981). Research writing also involves metacognitive decisions with respect to 
genre-relevant features of content, organization, and style (Negretti & Kuteeva, 2011). 
Furthermore, it intertwines the matapragmatic ability to effectively convey scientific content and 
develop claims by routinely connecting rhetorical purposes with the symbolic resources of the 
target research genre (Berkenkotter, Huckin, & Ackerman, 1991; Hyland, 2000). These 
‘representational resources’ (Kress, 1996, p. 18) are textual and linguistic features the use of 
which is necessary to realize intended communicative purposes.   
It follows that research writing embodies the persuasive nature of knowledge created as a 
web of interrelated discipline-specific interactions in a rhetorically and linguistically explicit 
argument (Bazerman, 1988). It is ‘essentially rhetorical behavior’ (Jolliffe & Brier, 1988, p. 38) 
that seamlessly blends in the understanding of the rhetorical problem, the awareness about the 
ways of knowledge construction established by the discourse community, and the ability to use 
discipline-specific conventions and appropriate functional language. Tardy (2009) covers these 
aspects in her definition of genre knowledge, which contains four overlapping domains: 
rhetorical knowledge, formal knowledge, process knowledge, and subject-matter knowledge. 
Rhetorical knowledge ‘captures an understanding of the genre’s intended purposes and an 
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awareness of the dynamics of the persuasion within a socio-rhetorical context’, for example 
writer’s positioning and readers’ expectations and values. Formal knowledge refers to ‘textual 
instantiation of the genre’, that is the structure, discourse form, and lexico-grammatical 
conventions. Process knowledge comprises ‘all of the procedural practices associated with the 
genre’, such as the reading practices of the audience and the composing processes of the writer. 
And subject-matter knowledge includes knowledge of ‘the relevant content’ reflecting 
disciplinary expertise (p. 21). The description of formal knowledge can be extended to include 
the elements of discourse competence, which appears in different communicative competence 
models integrating linguistic aspects with the pragmatics of creating conventionalized forms of 
communication (Bachman, 1990; Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980; Celce-Murcia, Dornyei, 
& Thurrell, 1995). In general, genre knowledge is an abstract but systematic construct, and it is 
‘conventional in that form and style may be repeated’ (Johns, 1997, p. 22). 
On the grounds of this deliberation, a pedagogically informative definition of research 
writing competence as a component of advanced academic literacy should forefront the role of 
both individual cognition and socio-disciplinary factors. Ergo, I would describe research writing 
as the fusion of the writer’s self-awareness and metacognitive knowledge of the rhetorical task, 
socio-disciplinary awareness about the discourse community, and metapragmatic ability to 
produce a research writing artifact as a communicative action realized with genre-specific 
language choices that are appropriate to the expectations of the disciplinary discourse 
community. Figure 1.1 illustrates the intersections among these elements, at the heart of which is 
genre knowledge. The overlap increases with the acquisition of genre knowledge, which means 
that the writer advances from knowledge-telling to knowledge transforming being able to create 
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written artifacts, or texts representative of a given genre, that are congruent with the values of the 
target socio-disciplinary practice.  
 
 
Figure 1.1   Research writing competence  
In view of this definition of research writing competence, L2 writing instruction should reinforce 
students’ cognitive processes as well as the social and cultural practices surrounding research-
related genres. Centering on the acquisition of the genre knowledge, it should provide abundant 
connections between scholarly reading and writing processes and ‘[m]ediat[e] the engagements 
of knowers with the knowledge represented by academic discourses […] through the medium of 
language’ (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons, 2002, p. 6). In Hyland’s (2000) words, teachers must 
‘involve [students] in acquiring a metacognitive awareness of [genre] forms and contexts and a 
familiarity with the discoursal strategies they need to perform roles, engage in interactions, and 
accomplish goals in the target community’ and help them ‘gain an awareness of the discipline’s 
symbolic resources for getting things done by routinely connecting purposes with features of 
texts’ (p. 145).  
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L2 research writing pedagogy should also be informed by the results of numerous studies 
that have examined academic writing produced by second language learners for more than four 
decades (see Belcher & Braine, 1995; Hamp-Lyons, 1991). Much of this research strand has not 
only confirmed the need to help students develop genre knowledge and become competent 
research writers, but also provided a baseline for instruction by revealing the nature of novice 
scholars’ writing difficulties.  
1.1.4   Research writing of L2 novice scholars  
For L2 writers, who are under an increasing pressure to publish in English-dominant 
international journals (Flowerdew, 1999), writing about research in English is a very effortful 
and at times an agonistic challenge. It is not uncommon for them to ascribe their major 
difficulties to lower level of language proficiency (Bitchener & Basturkmen, 2006; Mohan & Lo, 
1985), and their manuscripts are indeed not without language issues. While the so-called non-
standard English is generally tolerated by the gatekeepers (Flowerdew, 2001), it is often viewed 
as less than desirable (Li, 2006) or criticized for being almost unintelligible due to a high 
proportion of lexico-grammatical errors (Ammon, 2000; Coates, Sturgeon, Bohannan, & Pasini, 
2002). Previous studies identified a number of problems such as inaccurate use of grammatical 
forms and inappropriate vocabulary choices along with different writing mechanics issues 
(Casanave & Hubbard, 1992; Cooley & Lewkowicz, 1995, 1997; Dong, 1998; Surratt, 2006). In 
addition, learner corpora research reveals patterns of misuse, overuse, and underuse of linguistic 
features (Gilquin, Granger, & Paquot, 2007; Granger, 2009). Misuse of conventionalized 
language at the level of phraseology has also been found problematic in L2 academic writing 
(Gledhill, 2000; Howarth, 1996). Misuse becomes a more serious problem when, attempting to 
avoid it, L2 writers resort to language re-use, which then leads to textual plagiarism (Flowerdew 
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& Li, 2007). However, even though it has been acknowledged that manuscript rejections may be 
due to lexico-grammatical errors (Coates et al., 2002), they are not the most serious problem in 
L2 research writing and not the primary reason for higher rejection rates of L2 contributors (Li & 
Flowerdew, 2007; Hewings, 2006). In fact, there is evidence that evaluators tend to be lenient 
towards surface errors in the use of grammar and vocabulary (Jenkins, Jordan, & Weiland, 
1993).   
L2 writers’ inefficient uses of global and abstract features of writing appear to be more 
detrimental than their language errors (Flowerdew, 1999). Some studies document the difficulty 
to clearly express ideas in writing (Torrance & Thomas, 1994; Torrance, Thomas, & Robinson, 
1994), which is why it is not surprising that editors and reviewers make numerous requests for 
clarification of meaning (Li, 2006). Researchers also report on L2 writers’ problems with 
structural development of extended stretches of texts (Jenkins et al., 1993; Parry, 1998; 
Thompson, 1999) and coherence in presenting propositions (Cooleey & Lewkowicz, 1995, 1997; 
Dong, 1998). These global issues interfere with comprehending underlying ideas and have a 
negative impact on the overall communicative effectiveness of the produced texts. In a case 
study of an L2 doctoral student, for example, James (1984) found that the sentence-level 
problems were distracting to the reader, while inappropriate weighing of propositions, ineffective 
organization, and lack of coherence considerably affected understanding the intended meaning. 
Moreover, he argued that such discursive deficiencies as inadequate referencing and 
inappropriate signposting can cause a breakdown of meaning. 
Related issues are the lack of focus and strength of arguments (Alter & Adkins, 2006; 
Knight, 1999; Ryan & Zuber-Skerritt, 1999). Some studies on thesis writing revealed that a 
major concern is students’ lack of ability to critically evaluate theories or methodologies and to 
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develop and support counterarguments with relevant evidence (Cadman, 1997; Frost, 1999; 
Knight, 1999). In addition, L2 writers tend to weakly frame and position their work in relation to 
the existing knowledge territory (Blakeslee, 1997; Lim, 2012) and to over- or underestimate their 
own findings, especially when discussing their research results in comparison with published 
works (Cooley & Lewkowicz, 1995, 1997; Parry, 1998). Integrating and contextualizing sources 
is particularly difficult for L2 writers, as they are not able to monitor the degree of their critical 
evaluation of the cited material (Dudley-Evans, 1994; San Miguel & Nelson, 2007). They tend to 
suppress their opinion and fail to distinguish between their claims and the claims that are put 
forth in their sources (Borg, 2000; Groom, 2000). In San Miguel and Nelson’s (2007) study, for 
instance, ‘structuring the text so that the literature contextualizes and illuminates the problem’ in 
order to justify the need for a new study was a considerable challenge faced by practice-based 
doctorates (p.83). Given more thought, these research insights in fact indicate that L2 writers 
have great difficulty to appropriately express their stance, that is, to ‘project themselves into their 
texts to communicate their relationship to subject matter and the readers’ (Hyland, 1999, p. 101) 
as they are developing arguments and supporting counter-arguments. 
Weak stance in L2 research writing is not surprising. On the one hand, L2 writers feel 
hindered by the very fact that they are non-native speakers of English (Cho, 2004; Canagarajah, 
2003; Flowerdew, 2000; Torrance, Thomas, & Robinson, 1992, 1994). As Wharton (2012) 
maintains, they may have insufficient linguistic means necessary to make stronger assertions and 
to express the degree of their commitment to their own propositions, especially considering their 
various language errors. On the other hand, their stance inhibition goes beyond language ability 
given the demands of socio-disciplinary communication. The complex process of enculturation 
into a dynamic and continuously evolving discourse community involves an intense knowledge-
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construction dialog with the discipline’s gatekeepers, which implies assuming roles that novice 
scholars are not comfortable with.  
Research writing should involve much free but often combative, contestable, and 
polemical arguing and opining for making of new knowledge (Bradley 2009, p. 106). In this 
process of knowledge construction, novice L2 writers need to give their texts force and value; in 
other words, strongly position themselves in the targeted socio-disciplinary practice (Casanave, 
2002). However, they encounter a personal predicament – the need for a critical shift in their 
scholar identity, which entails adopting a new sense of self by presenting a strong legitimate 
voice (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Mullen, 2001) and ‘new ways to mean’ as expected by the new 
community (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000, p.172). Establishing such an identity, especially for 
graduate students, presents an additional, sociopolitical challenge since they are ‘of lower status’ 
(Soler-Monreal & Gil-Salom, 2011) and therefore ‘less powerful’ than their disciplinary 
gatekeepers, so the interaction with them is inherently power-unequal (Li, 2006, p. 457-458). 
Conscious about inequality in power-relations, novice writers in general fail to manifest 
the ability to write like an authoritative member of the discourse community (Boote & Beile, 
2005) and to support their arguments with confidence and personal voice (Caffarella & Barnett, 
2000; Kamler, 2008; Kiley, 2009). L2 writers, in particular, coming from non-English academic 
cultures, tend to even avoid projecting certainty and explicitly expressing their views (Li, 2006; 
Koutsantoni, 2006) and, thus, silence their way of developing knowledge (Ingleton & Cadman, 
2002). As they struggle to present their propositions in ways that meet the expectations of their 
discourse community (Riazi, 1997), they unwillingly recreate their identities in an undesired 
negative way and are likely to yield to the fear of failure.    
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A significant part of the expectations of the discourse community is that authors adhere to 
the norms of writing in the discipline when new claims are presented and framed. Since novices 
have very little opportunity to contribute to shaping the largely privileged genre discourses 
(Eckstein, Chariton, & McCollum, 2011), the gatekeepers demand conformity to disciplinary 
genre conventions. Hyland (2000) emphasizes that displaying such conformity is crucial for 
obtaining full membership in the community, which adds to the big challenge for L2 writers. 
Like L1 novice scholars (McNabb, 2001), L2 writers grapple with the research genres and the 
appropriateness of functional language needed to effectively communicate ideas (Cooley & 
Lewkowicz, 1995, 1997; Dong, 1998; Parry, 1998). In the new to them English-language 
educational system, students struggle with the new to them academic writing norms (Casanave, 
2002; Casanave & Hubbard, 1992; Paltridge, 1997) and the various genre-specific language 
forms (McCune & Hounsell, 2005). Studies point out L2 writers’ failure to follow organizational 
conventions of research genres (Cooley & Lewkowicz, 1995, 1997; Dong, 1998; Parry, 1998). In 
other words, they do not adhere to the structural and content patterns specific of individual parts 
of particular types of extended English discourse. Lacking familiarity with genre conventions, L2 
writers are inadvertently likely to transfer their L1 culture-specific rhetorical organization as they 
write about research in English (Gentil, 2011; Mohan & Lo, 1985). The socio-rhetorical features 
of their texts inherit their native culture (Connor, 2004; Kaplan, 1968; Mauranen, 1993) and 
deviate from the English-medium disciplinary genres.   
This bird’s eye view not only summarizes the wide range of challenges L2 writers face 
when writing for the purpose of disciplinary knowledge production and exchange. It also 
demonstrates that these challenges are multi-faceted and likely to erode their confidence in their 
contributions and their ability to inspire scientific growth. Unfortunately, novice research writers 
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are not prepared to face the challenges of knowledge production, text production, and self-
formation – all ‘complexly intertwined at the point of articulation’ (Aitchison & Lee, 2006, p. 
268), oftentimes because they haven’t had appropriate learning opportunities or tools to do so. 
The task of a research writing course for L2 graduate students, then, is to help them develop 
metacognitive, metarhetorical, matapragmatic, and metalinguistic skills and practice them as 
they create, translate, and revise research-related texts. Ferris and Hedgcock (2012) assert that to 
meet these objectives, L2 educators should provide socioliterate instruction where they could 
mediate students’ apprenticeship into established target communities through work with such 
highly productive conceptual and pedagogical tools as genres (p.110). For guidance, ‘we have 
two rich disciplinary traditions to draw from: L1 rhetoric and composition studies, as well as 
applied linguistics and L2 writing’ (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2012, p. 87), which have respectively 
established the so-called rhetorical and linguistic approaches to genre-based teaching.   
1.2   Genre pedagogy 
1.2.1   Anchors of genre-based teaching 
Genre-oriented approaches to L2 writing pedagogy2 had their genesis in different theoretical and 
ideological beliefs. It has been customary in the literature to characterize genre-based pedagogy 
as having a respective ternary epistemology that incorporates the linguistic perspectives of 
English for Specific Purposes (ESP) and Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), and the 
nonlinguistic, rhetorical views of the North American New Rhetoric (NR) theorists. The 
rhetorical paradigm has also embraced the New Literacy (NL) and the affiliated Academic 
                                                          
2 L2 writing instruction evolved in view of the L1 composition theory and praxis. A comprehensive survey of its 
evolution as a discipline going through traditional, current-traditional, and process-based models can be found in 
Ferris & Hedgcock (2012).  
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Literacies (AcLits) trends. These distinct approaches have their own definitions and 
interpretations of the genre construct, but they all include concepts related to social contexts, 
social practice, typified but flexible rhetorical acts, communicative purposes, texts, expected 
formal conventions, meaning, and functional linguistic features. Although the focal point and the 
degree to which the linguistic and rhetorical approaches emphasize these concepts varies, they all 
concur that genres represent responses to social interactions realized as recurring textual 
representations imbued with characteristics established and expected by parent discourse 
communities (Polio & Williams, 2011).   
Genre ideologies are reflected in the models used to analyze genres. Genre analysis by 
linguists focuses on texts and may entail quantitative and qualitative explorations of language 
features indicative of lexico-grammatical and rhetorical patterns and descriptive of intertextual 
systems. Analyses of genre conducted in the rhetorical tradition seek to understand social 
contexts, ideological climates, audiences, writing purposes, and different conditions of genre use 
that may influence rhetorical structures and writers’ choices. Ferris and Hedgcock (2012) 
maintain that genre analysis as a whole represents a ‘fundamental source, inspiration, and tool 
for genre pedagogies’, for it ‘situates oral and written texts with respect to their textual and 
sociocultural contexts’ (p. 116). Genre analysis and its theoretical, ideological, and 
methodological foundations guiding L2 writing instruction have been described at large (see 
Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010; Hyon, 1996; Flowerdew, 2002; Johns, 1997, 2002, 2008) 3. Here, I will 
                                                          
3 Another approach widely embraced in the United States is Writing in the Disciplines (WiD), which views writing 
as being indispensable from the learning of a discipline and propagates the integration of writing development in 
subject curricula, recognizing that disciplines employ distinctive rhetorical and language conventions (Russell, Lea, 
Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009). This approach, however, has been adopted at undergraduate level without a focus 
on research writing. 
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briefly highlight the most essential tenets informative for socioliterate L2 research writing 
classroom practices. 
1.2.2   Linguistic approaches 
The ESP and SFL linguistic approaches have been the most influential trends in L2 writing 
classrooms worldwide (Hyland, 2003a). The broader field of ESP gave rise to English for 
Academic Purposes (EAP), which has had the greatest uptake in L2 writing pedagogy 
particularly in terms of rhetorical consciousness raising. Drawing from a rich research base and 
an assortment of theoretically grounded techniques, EAP is concerned with the communicative 
needs and practices of language learners in academic contexts in view of the cognitive, social, 
and linguistic demands of their academic disciplines (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons, 2002, p. 2). Its 
roots spring from Swales’ (1981; 1990) conceptualization of genres based on both linguistic 
concepts and social context dynamics. According to Swales (1998), genres ‘structure the roles of 
individuals within wider frameworks and further assist those individuals with the actualization of 
their communicative plans and purposes’ (p. 20). Genres are, then, theorized as actions that are 
situated in particular contexts and that are purposefully and routinely conducted by the members 
of a discourse community. EAP practitioners, especially those working with advanced L2 
graduate writers, have widely adopted genre as a tool in teaching L2 discipline-specific writing 
(Johns, 2003), employing Swales’ genre analysis framework of moves or ‘bounded 
communicative act[s] […] designed to achieve one main communicative objective’ (Swales & 
Feak, 2000, p. 35). Students analyze discipline-specific texts compiled in specialized corpora. 
They examine how moves occur as well-regulated communicative events and observe how the 
structural and rhetorical organization of texts reflect ways in which discourse communities 
achieve specific social purposes. EAP pedagogy, overall, promulgates raising rhetorical 
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awareness anchored in discipline-specific genres (Dudley-Evans, 2004) through a focus on texts 
as the starting point. Hyland (2003a) clarifies that the guiding principle is placing ‘an explicit 
focus on the ways texts are organized and the language choices that users must make to achieve 
their purposes in particular contexts’, and that beginning to learn about genre by doing text 
analysis allows learners to develop useful writing strategies (p. 75).  
The Sydney School of genre analysis views texts as being determined by the social 
context (Martin, 1999) and genres as ‘staged goal-oriented social processes’ (Martin, 1993, p. 
13). It motivated the adoption of SFL in higher education in Australia (Drury, 2004) as well as in 
the USA, Canada, UK, China, and other countries. SFL is not only a pedagogically but also a 
theoretically sophisticated approach, underpinned by functional linguistics (Halliday, 1994) and 
the sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978). Similar to EAP, SFL focuses on texts and textual 
features (Halliday, 1978, 1985; Halliday & Hasan, 1989), but it also accounts for the purposeful 
and successive character of genres, for the textual patterns underlying socially recognized 
functions, and for the systematic relation between language and context. Pedagogically, it has 
been recognized as the ‘most thoroughly articulated approach’ addressing form as it relates to 
text function and the writer’s purposes (Johns, 1995, p. 185). SFL teaching methods center on 
meaning as being inseparable from form, explicitly focusing on ideational, interpersonal, and 
textual resources necessary for meaning making. Classroom practice embodies a teaching-
learning cycle (see Feez, 1998; Macken-Horarik, 2002), during which students are apprenticed 
into reading and writing texts through modeling of how to explore these metafunctional 
resources. They are scaffolded into understanding how genres systematically connect social 
functions to linguistic actions.  
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In the widest sense, Bruce (2008a) generalizes the linguistic approaches and their 
advantages for L2 writing pedagogy as follows: 
[U]sing a sample text (an example of a particular genre), learners engage with 
tasks that focus on the organization and constituent features of the text in order to 
acquire the types of knowledge necessary for creating their own examples of the 
same genre. Often the outcome of the learning cycle will be tasks that require 
students to use the target genre knowledge (which they have been analyzing and 
practising) to create new examples of the same genre.  
For the teaching of the writing skill, it seems that genre-based courses have three 
major strengths: firstly, they make it possible to focus on larger units of language; 
secondly, they can provide a focus on the organizational and procedural elements 
of written discourse; and thirdly, they make it possible to retain linguistic 
components as functioning features of a larger unit of discourse, thereby avoiding 
atomistic approaches to language teaching. (p. 6) 
Hyland (2007) provides a comprehensive description of the basic principles of teaching genres 
within SFL and in ESP/EAP, which share some tangencies and, therefore, some criticism. For 
instance, both approaches recognize the role of distinctive textual, rhetorical, and linguistic 
realizations in disciplinary genres and, in their own ways, centralize on text analysis to help 
learners understand and master the discourse conventions of their discipline. However, their 
focus on text and language features is regarded as biased by the proponents of the rhetorical 
approaches. 
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1.2.3   Rhetorical approaches  
Unlike the linguistic approaches, NR emphasizes the link between rhetorical situation and text 
type, examining rhetorical contexts in which genres are used rather than the textual elements of 
genres. For NR scholars who prioritize evolving processes and contexts and look beyond 
structures, genres are not structurally fixed but rather process-based ‘mediated interactions 
within a context’ (Prior, 2007, p. 94). New Rhetoricians recommend that pedagogy embraces 
classroom inquiry and critical reflection about the values and beliefs perpetuated by the targeted 
genres, about their audience and respective communication constrains, and about the implied 
power relations – all leading to student critique and negotiation of genres for the purpose of 
aligning them with their immediate needs and purposes (Johns, 2011). 
Associated with NR is the NL movement rooted in Bakhtinian post-structural philosophy 
of language and in anthropological studies. NL scholars see genres as means of social action 
shaded by ‘power, authority, meaning making, and identity that are implicit in the use of literacy 
practices within specific institutional settings’ (Lea & Street, 2006, p. 370). Exposure to genres, 
from their standpoint, should provide opportunities for understanding the multiple voices that 
populate, and even ‘overpopulate’, genres (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 294) in order to experience the 
multiple facets of the social encounter inherent to genre practice.  
The AcLits movement, drawing on NL as well as on work in critical discourse 
(Fairclough, 1995) and sociology of knowledge (Latour & Woolgar, 1986), recognizes both 
disciplinary specifics and institutional and social dimensions, taking into consideration the issues 
of identity and power in writing as social practice (Lea & Street, 1998). AcLits conceptualizes 
the context of culture through the literacy practices of socially situated writers, deprecates the 
textual approaches to teaching academic writing for their lack of focus on practice, and, like NL, 
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recommends that writing pedagogy encourages critique of disciplinary discourse (Johns, 1995). 
Lillis and Scott (2007), for example, call for a transformative agenda which is concerned with: 
‘a) locating [genre] conventions in relation to specific and contested traditions of knowledge 
making; b) eliciting the perspectives of writers (whether students or professionals) on the ways in 
which such conventions impinge on their meaning making; c) exploring alternative ways of 
meaning making in academia, not least by considering the resources that (student) writers bring 
to the academy as legitimate tools for meaning making’ (p. 13).  
1.2.4   Congruence between linguistic and rhetorical approaches 
Genre theorists’ views differ depending on their philosophical assumptions about the nature of 
texts and their role in literacy practices. Advocates of the linguistic approaches argue that 
teaching genres exposes students to various intricacies of the social dimension by revealing to 
them different ways in which the conventions that build texts ‘produce the ‘whys’ of social 
effect’ (Cope & Kalantzis, 1993, p. 8). The opponents of teaching structural and linguistic 
aspects of genre insist on focusing on the writer and on opportunities to challenge power 
relations existing in the disciplinary community discourse. Arguing for the value of enhancing 
students’ metacognition by helping them learn abstract genre-related concepts, rhetoricians cast 
heavy doubts upon the linguistic approaches because of their confining inverse interpretations of 
the relationship between text and context and particularly because they infer recurring situation 
from textual features (Coe, 2002, p. 197). Another major objection is against the pragmatism of 
analyzing and emulating genres, which is viewed as imposing certain sociocultural norms on 
students and promoting their ‘passive and dependent relationship toward the activities of […] 
academic communities’ (Canagarajah, 2002, p. 131).   
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As Ferris and Hedgcock (2012) argue, ‘certain objections to genre pedagogies are 
overstated and consequently unfair’ (p.115), and many have put forth convincing arguments 
addressing the rhetoricians’ criticism towards the linguistic genre approaches. A good example is 
Hyland’s (2007) reasoning in response to some advocates of the NR school, who firmly believe 
that genres are evolving and variable and who therefore question the very feasibility of teaching 
genres as constant and regular (Freedman 1999; Freedman & Medway, 1994; Lankshear & 
Knoble, 2003; Lillis & Scott, 2007). Specifically referring to L2 writers, he rationalizes that 
genre-based teaching provides a time-saver in the lengthy process of situated acquisition rather 
than being a curse for context authenticity, as the NR adherents fear (see Bishop & Ostrom, 
1997). Hyland also counters opinions that blame linguistic approaches for limiting students to 
replicating the existing practices of the disciplinary dominant culture, clarifying that genre work 
in the classroom, in fact, enhances critical analysis and fosters student engagement with the 
textual practices of the discourse community. Admitting that genre conformity may hamper the 
writer’s creativity, he argues that ‘there is nothing inherently prescriptive’ in the linguistic 
tradition (p. 152). On the contrary, it facilitates the expression of meaning by providing students 
with alternatives derived from the identification of certain patterns, which is particularly helpful 
and reassuring for novice L2 writers. Hyland summarizes the advantages of linguistic approaches 
to genre-based pedagogy as follows: 
Explicit. Makes clear what is to be learnt to facilitate the acquisition of writing skills 
Systematic. Provides a coherent framework for focusing on both language and contexts 
Needs-based. Ensures that course objectives and content are derived from students’ 
needs 
Supportive. Gives teachers a central role in scaffolding students’ learning and creativity 
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Empowering. Provides access to the patterns and possibilities of variation in valued texts 
Critical. Provides the resources for students to understand and challenge valued 
discourses 
Consciousness-raising. Increases teachers’ awareness of texts to confidently advise 
students on writing. (Hyland, 2004b, pp. 10-11)     
Another important consideration in the rhetorical versus linguistic controversy concerns the 
AcLits perspective. This arid critic is largely a research frame (Lillis & Scott, 2007), and 
although some instructional initiatives have explored opportunities for students to recognize 
power relations (Lea, 2004) and to challenge gate-kept literacy practices (Lillis, 2006), it is not 
yet a pedagogical design frame (Lea & Street, 2006) and does not articulate a theory of learning 
as it relates to genre writing literacy development. Wingate (2012), for instance, ascertains that 
AcLits’ criticism is subjective and unjust precisely because it hasn’t been substantiated with a 
demonstrated alternative pedagogy. She presents a compelling argument for why contributions 
resultant from genre analysis should not be marginalized in pedagogical practice, reminding the 
AcLits promoters that linguistic approaches have long expanded from text-bound analyses and 
prescription to considering the contexts for which texts are produced (p. 28). In fact, the SFL and 
in ESP/EAP approaches recognize the dynamism of genres and the fact that genres evolve and 
change in view of new socio-cognitive needs of discourse communities (Ramanathan & Kaplan, 
2000). Wingate also maintains that since ‘the literacy practices of disciplines are manifested in 
texts, it seems that the analysis of texts must either precede the analysis of practices, or at least 
be the main focus of instruction’ (p. 28), as analyzing texts systematically focusing on structural, 
rhetorical, and lexico-grammatical patterns promotes critical analysis (Hammond & Macken-
Horarik, 1999). On a related note, scholars like Johns (1995) and Christie (1993) are convinced 
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that the AcLits’ transforming views are less suitable for teaching novice writers. They lack an 
objective and critical awareness of disciplinary expectations as well as discourse structure 
knowledge and linguistic precision, thus being politically and linguistically not prepared to ‘act 
as cultural critique surrogates’ (Johns, 1995, p. 182).  
Despite the debate between these seemingly mutually exclusive camps, which either 
advocate or reject text-focused instruction, it has been increasingly acknowledged that they 
essentially converge (Johns, Bawarshi, Coe, Hyland, Paltridge, Reiff, & Tardy, 2006; 
Flowerdew, 2011). Acknowledging the strengths and the weaknesses of both and the focal point 
causing the dispute, Wingate agrees with a number of colleagues (Coffin & Donohue, 2012; 
Donohue, 2012; Gardner, 2012) who have highlighted an obvious affinity between the linguistic 
and rhetorical approaches – both interpret genre as the functional relationship between text and 
context. The linguistic approaches focus on texts in contexts, which are seen as determining 
language use; the rhetorical approaches focus on writers in context, emphasizing practice over 
the text dimension. Turner (2012) succinctly explains:  
[The] concern [should be] not so much with the dichotomy text v. practice, but 
rather with practices around the textual. In this way, by highlighting one of the 
poles but showing its relevance as a focus for the other, the dichotomy itself is 
disrupted. In other words, there need not be any oppositional dichotomy. There is 
scope for a kind of synergistic spiral whereby a focus on social practice feeds 
back in to an awareness of textual practice. At the same time, the vicissitudes of 
meeting the requirements of conventional textual practice, for example, point up 
the need to scrutinise and re-evaluate or critique those conventional expectations. 
They need not be treated as ‘givens.’ (p. 19) 
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Decades ago, Johns (1995) substantiated this train of thought with a practical model whereby 
teaching conceptualizes genres as ‘repeated social action’ (Miller, 1984, p. 151). In this model, 
students collect examples of the targeted genres, hypothesize about their sociocultural facets 
(context and discourse community, purposes of readers and writers, typification and variation, 
and so on), and then approach the task of writing based on what they learn about the genre. 
John’s model, thus, uses texts as ‘catalysts’ or ‘devices to elicit the sociocultural and individual 
theories of genre, communities, and cultures in contact’ (Pratt, 1991, p.186). Such analysis of 
other authors’ texts introduces writing as practice that is based on the expectations of the 
readership. It also facilitates the identification of power roles as well as the awareness of 
discourse purposes as they are realized by language and form. Similarly, Devitt, Reiff, and 
Bawarshi (2004) outlined pedagogical guidelines for genre analysis suitable for both L1 and L2 
writing. They propose to begin class instruction by having students collect genre samples 
themselves, with the underlying intent to give them opportunities to access and explore the 
context as well as the users of the assigned genre. The next task is identifying recurrent patterns 
in the student-compiled text collection and describing common features in terms of rhetorical 
appeals, structural development, style, syntactic complexity, and patterns of language use. With 
this level of understanding about the genre, the students then proceed to analyzing the meaning 
and significance of the rhetorical patterns as indicative of the beliefs, values, and ideologies of 
the social culture the genre operates in and even the ingrained power relations. At this stage, their 
analysis of the genre becomes critical, as they are asked to explain how certain language choices 
indicate relationships and connote boundaries between ‘insiders and outsiders’ (Reiff in Johns et 
al., 2006, p. 242). Another writing instruction design frame, which is explicitly rooted in the 
AcLits model, has made an implicit but distinguishable connection to the linguistic approaches. 
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Specifically, Lea & Street (2006) intersect with John’s and Devitt’s et al. models in that their 
students interact with genres in order to raise their awareness ‘of the different language and 
semiotic practices […] associated with the requirements of different genres in academic 
contexts’ (p. 371). 
The linguistic and rhetorical traditions are undoubtedly distinct, but they are not 
necessarily irreconcilable when it comes to L2 research writing pedagogy. Together, they can 
contribute to facilitating the development of research writing competence by unveiling the 
textual subtleties of socially situated discourse. In the next section, I elaborate on how this could 
be achieved, exploring the mutual endowment of these conceptually intersecting perspectives.    
1.3   Genre-based L2 research writing pedagogy 
1.3.1   Consonant linguistic and rhetorical fundamentals 
With the goal of helping L2 students develop aspects of genre knowledge essential to research 
writing competence, writing instruction has to center on the relationship between the text, the 
writer, and the targeted discourse community. For that, it has to integrate the best from the two 
worlds, intertwining rhetorical and linguistic fundamentals.  
The linguistic approaches can complement the non-linguistic focus on genre purposes in 
social practice by acquainting novices with genre conventions established by the discourse 
community, thus helping them recognize and assimilate ways in which rhetorical goals are 
achieved with symbolic resources of the target research genre. This would be facilitative of the 
development of the formal and rhetorical domains of genre knowledge. Additionally, linguistic 
approaches can enhance the rhetorical focus on the writer by providing novices with the 
linguistic means necessary to critically evaluate and frame arguments as well as to position 
themselves as confident discussants. Knowledge of appropriate linguistic means may help them 
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overcome or even avoid the pitfall of suppressive inferiority, since language is a prominent 
marker of writer’s identity (Ricento, 2002; Giles & Johnson, 1987). 
Genre analysis in the classroom can potentially enhance the process domain of genre 
knowledge. It can be a path for understanding the procedural practices associated with the genre. 
Through hands-on corpus exploration, the students can understand the reading practices of their 
discourse community and develop strategies for constructing genre-appropriate texts befitting 
socio-disciplinary communication. At the same time, the rhetorical approaches, with the help of 
ethnographic and emic analysis techniques, can amend the linguistic aspirations by not only 
enhancing the socio-disciplinary awareness but also accentuating genres as existing within 
intertextual networks that interlink to serve the needs of their receivers, enrooting the process 
domain of genre knowledge (Tardy, 2005, 2009).  
Although neither linguistic nor rhetorical approaches are concerned with content 
knowledge, which is essential to the knowledge transformation task of research writing, the 
former’s use of corpora, which I will discuss in the next section of this chapter, creates a 
contingency with the subject-matter domain of genre knowledge. By exploring discipline-
specific corpora (especially specialized corpora compiled by the students themselves on topics 
relevant to their research), students unavoidably interact with scientific content that expands their 
scholarly erudition. Figure 1.2 depicts how the linguistic and rhetorical approaches to genre-
based teaching address the elements of genre knowledge. 
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Figure 1.2   Genre knowledge  
Finally, genre analysis in the linguistic tradition is also plausible for L2 writing because, while 
concentrating on creating academically compelling artifacts, it provides L2 writers with the 
opportunity to continue learning about the English use of lexico-grammar necessary to construct 
grammatically correct sentences and coherently developed stretches of text. It is of utmost 
importance to remember that acquiring writing proficiency in a second language is a demanding 
lengthy process and that the writing itself is more constrained and more difficult than in a native 
language (Silva, 1993). From the language acquisition standpoint, focus on textual forms and 
linguistic realizations of communicative intent can facilitate learning by helping L2 writers 
notice and potentially address their own local and global language errors. Importantly, such a 
focus provides students with lexico-grammatical ‘configurations of meaning that are recurrently 
phased together to enact social practices’ (Martin, 2002, p. 269).  
1.3.2   Connecting linguistic and rhetorical constructs through corpora 
Corpora are defined as principled collections of electronic texts that are representative of a 
language or language variety to be used for linguistic description purposes (Sinclair, 2005).  
Since the 1980s, prominent L2 writing researchers have recognized and promoted corpus-based 
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practice as very promising for L2 writing teaching and learning (Aijmer, 2009; Hyland, 2003b; 
Johns, 1988). Prolific work in the area of corpus linguistics that examined naturally-occurring, 
authentic language use with various data-driven computational methods of analysis has 
motivated classroom implementations of corpora and generated a wealth of learning materials, 
including word frequency lists and profiles, keyword lists, lexical bundles, collocation and 
colligation patterns and many more to guide EAP pedagogy (see Cheng, 2012). Writing teachers 
have been provided with fairly large general corpora containing a variety of text-types as well as 
with specialized corpora, which contain texts from a certain discipline and tend to be much 
smaller because they are compiled for specific purposes and for specific language users. 
Specialized corpora, in particular, are seen as ‘an invaluable tool for genre analysis’ (Hyland, 
2007, p. 224). They are also recognized as a ‘powerful methodology-technology’ for 
‘determining how disciplines use language in their major genres’ (Lee & Swales, 2006, p. 57) 
that can facilitate the identification of distinct lexico-grammatical features and rhetorical patterns 
(Aston, 2002; Bernardini, 2004; Cheng, Warren, & Xu, 2003; Ghadessy, Henry, & Roseberry, 
2001; Hyland, 2000; Kettemann & Marko, 2002; Thompson & Tribble, 2001).  
In L2 writing classrooms, students have been exposed to indirect and direct corpus 
applications (Römer, 2010), where corpora are used as reference tools and as research tools, 
respectively. Corpora are used as reference tools when the students are provided with corpus-
informed materials either created by the teacher or available on the web as free access resources 
that they can consult, like a corpus-based dictionary. With such tools, students can learn from 
and about texts at any stage in the writing process when they encounter some difficulty, 
especially when they need to find alternative ways of expressing meaning. As research tools, 
corpora become tangible through concordancers, or search engines that allow queries of specific 
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linguistic items and display a list of occurrences of the queried item. Concordancers provide 
students with hands-on opportunities for observation and discovery in the process of data-driven 
learning (Bernardini, 2004; Johns, 1991). In this case, the discovery is about how language 
works, and the students, encouraged by the teacher-coordinator, undertake the role of researchers 
who learn from conducting corpus analysis rather than from what is given to them in a textbook 
or prepared for them by another resource.  
There are many advantages of discovery and reference uses of corpora. Most importantly, 
however, considering that both genre constraints (which are made salient by the linguistic 
approaches) and writer choice (which is propagated by the rhetorical approaches) are 
indispensable components of genre writing (Devitt, 2004), I believe that corpora can allow for a 
symbiosis of genre-based theoretical perspectives. In L2 research writing pedagogy, the use of 
specialized corpus-based materials and tasks can provide a seamless connection between the 
linguistic and rhetorical tenets, equipping students with the necessary means to learn about and 
apply the genre conventions established in disciplinary practice (Figure 1.3).   
 
 
Figure 1.3   Corpora in L2 research writing pedagogy  
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Specialized corpora can be particularly valuable, for they can provide students with opportunities 
to engage with the text-based social practices of their disciplinary community. Conducting multi-
level analyses of representative texts from their field can introduce students to both the rhetorical 
and linguistic specifications of the genre. Corpus-based tasks, devised from ethnographic and 
textual perspectives (Bhatia, 2004), can help students develop heuristic processes to analyze and 
understand the epistemological motives of the disciplinary community, as ‘the conventions of 
writing are embedded in deeper epistemological frameworks that are frequently discipline 
specific’ (Hyland, 2000, p. 145). For instance, based on the texts in the corpus, the students can 
hypothesize about the purposes of the targeted readers and then be tasked to test their hypotheses 
by reaching out to their disciplinary professors, who often act as discourse gatekeepers. A 
specialized corpus can also provide rich exposure to the culture of a particular discipline, raising 
students’ awareness of its discourse flexibility and variation (described in numerous EAP studies 
including Biber, Johansson, Conrad, & Finegan, 1999; Bhatia, 2002; Anthony, 1999; Nwogu, 
1997; Posteguillo, 1999; Samraj, 2002), especially when the corpus explorations focus on the 
rhetorical development of content in terms of communicative moves and functional steps. This 
particular type of exploration ‘provides enriched input necessary for students to make the 
connection between general rhetorical purposes and specific lexico-grammatical choices’ 
(Charles, 2007, p. 289), helping them discover underlying regularities, induce linguistic 
realizations of rhetorical shifts, and build specific associations between rhetorical functions and 
linguistic features commonly used to realize those functions (Gledhill, 2000). With that, L2 
writers can develop the capability to evaluate the rhetorical and linguistic quality of their own 
discourse by comparing their writing with that of established writers in their field.  
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Concordance-based corpus investigations are especially useful for L2 research writers as 
language learners. Returned queries not only expose them to extensive input of authentic 
language use, but can also enhance the input in ways that draw their attention to salient features 
and help them notice genre-specific patterns and forms that are otherwise unnoticeable, thus 
providing a ‘necessary […] condition for the conversion of input to intake for learning’ 
(Schmidt, 1994, p. 17). In addition to facilitating hypothesizing, verifying, and noticing, corpus-
driven discovery can enhance motivation and learner autonomy (Boulton, 2010). For that, the 
corpus-based activities should target genres that are relevant to students’ needs, be inherent to 
their authentic writing processes, and be introduced to students at a time when they are vested in 
completing a real genre-writing task and are, therefore, motivated to both learn about genre 
norms and apply this knowledge first-hand. In the authentic writing process scenario, L2 writers 
encounter rhetorical and linguistic difficulties, which they could inductively solve by using 
corpora as reference and resource tools.  
EAP research supports the effectiveness of corpus-based L2 writing instruction (Bianchi 
& Pazzaglia, 2007; Chang & Kuo, 2011; Charles, 2006; Cresswell, 2007; Gaskell & Cobb, 2004; 
Granath, 2009; Henry, 2007; Johns, 1988; Kennedy & Miceli, 2001; Lee & Swales, 2006; 
O’Sullivan & Chambers, 2006; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). Having reviewed twelve studies 
investigating uses of concordancing in L2 writing, Yoon (2011) concluded that corpora can 
indeed be viable research/discovery and reference tools, provided there is appropriate learner 
training (both in how to use the technology and how to employ effective observation and logical 
reasoning strategies) and teacher help during corpus explorations, taking into account learners’ 
different learning styles, language proficiency, and general computer literacy (p. 138). Learner 
training and teacher help are essential to effective corpus use, for without that the students may 
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experience a burnout, especially when concordance lines are used as the primary source and the 
only type of deduction (Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). Ädel (2010) also cautions against and, at the 
same time, provides specific recommendations for how to avoid the risk of learners drowning in 
decontextualized corpus data as well as other pitfalls like the possible lack of appropriate corpora 
and the difficulty for the uninitiated to interpret, evaluate and generalize patterns identified 
during their explorations. Along the same lines, Lee & Swales (2006) recommend that 
pedagogues take into account the level of disciplinary acculturation of their students and do not 
fully commit to concordance-based activities when working with students who are only 
beginning to attempt the professional genres. In such cases, they should first focus on structural 
organization or audience analysis. If the students ‘possess the appropriate genre knowledge, as is 
often the case with non-native speaker of English students completing their doctoral degrees, 
then what they may be mostly missing is fine-tuning of lexical and syntactic subtleties, 
particularly in terms of their strategic and rhetorical implications’ (p. 57), and that’s when corpus 
explorations are particularly appropriate. This last thought leads to another important 
consideration as to what is more appropriate at the beginning of L2 research writing instruction. 
1.3.3   Opening the genre scene for L2 writing    
L2 academic writing instruction often ‘involves examining and deconstructing examples of 
genres’ (Bruce, 2008a, p. 6). With this textual focus, writing courses are generally organized into 
units that reflect the IMRD (Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion) structure of research-
reporting genres and tend to rely on analytical models and frameworks rooted in genre analysis. 
Johns (2011) supports L2 writers’ initiation to genres from this prism of linguistic practices, 
cogitating about directions for genre-based writing instruction: 
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It appears from the comments by professionals in L2 contexts that responded to 
the 2009 SLWS survey and from the successes of ESP and SFL that curricula 
should, in fact, begin with texts and their structures, particularly among novice 
students; but then, using some of the suggestions made by the New Rhetoricians, 
a curriculum must move towards an integration of theories and practices that 
value analysis of context, complex writing processes, and intertextuality. 
Research into high road transfer suggests that students should view texts as both 
temporarily structured and evolving, that they should draw from prior knowledge 
of texts but be open to the demands of a new situation or assignment. […] What is 
being suggested here, then, is to begin with text structures and then to move 
rapidly to viewing genres as socially mediated entities… (p. 64). 
Johns’ recommendation relies on a key distinction – that linguistic approaches offer a great deal 
of explicitness, while the rhetorical approaches assume a more tacit knowledge acquisition 
approach through inductive discovery. According to multiple opinions that I will further 
summarize, novice L2 research writers need to gain a conscious understanding of genres and 
would benefit from explicit instruction and systematic explanations of how language functions in 
genre-specific disciplinary contexts. This would equip them with knowledge of the linguistic 
choices employed for certain purposes that they can use as tools to better understand and more 
effectively participate in socio-disciplinary discourse practices.  
Halliday (1989a) explicates that familiarity with different genres is crucial for L2 writers, 
and that such familiarity does not develop automatically. He advises that learners need to be 
exposed to genres. For L2 writers, who in general face different language challenges, being 
initially exposed to genres from the linguistic perspective appears to be most plausible, for this 
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approach has an integrative potential to inculcate the specific demands of the discourse 
community to novice research writers through a focus on language use in socially recognized 
ways. As peripheral participants to the genre practices of their discipline, they lack familiarity 
with the recurrent use of conventionalized forms that allow members of their disciplinary 
community to freely make rhetorical choices for their own meaning expression purposes. Quoted 
in Johns et al. (2006), Hyland argues that we need ‘visible pedagogy, which makes what is to be 
learned and assessed clear to students, and methods which make such features explicit, such as 
investigating the texts and contexts of target situations in consciousness-raising tasks and 
“scaffolding” learners towards their potential level of performance through effective modeling 
and joint negotiation’ (p. 238). This visibility can be enhanced with the help of specialized 
corpora, which can give insights on unnoticed features of language use and are an ‘ideal 
[approach] for studying the features of written genres as it provides a way of describing them 
more accurately so that students can learn to write more effectively’ (Hyland, 2007, p. 212). 
Moreover, specialized corpora can clarify genre specifics, reduce exceptions, define priorities, 
and even ‘liberate the creative spirit’ of the L2 writer (Sinclair, 1997, p. 38). 
In terms of pedagogical soundness, Hyland (2007) argues that explicitness helps set clear 
learning objectives and avoid the ‘hit or miss’ of the inductive methods, ‘shift[ing] writing 
instruction from the implicit and exploratory to a conscious manipulation of language and 
choice’ (p. 151). Similarly, Johns (2011) maintains that, if the pedagogical goal is to help 
students acquire genre knowledge, direct teaching is needed, rather than the ‘slippery’ approach 
of examining relationships between texts and the possible contexts for which they may be 
created (p. 57), which would be more appropriate for raising genre awareness. 
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Hyland’s call for an explicit pedagogy resonates with Elton’s (2010) concern about the 
tacit knowledge which, if not explicitly expressed, can seriously affect good disciplinary writing. 
Elton believes that ‘mak[ing] tacit knowledge overt is commonly associated with expressing it 
through words, the basic building blocks of any form of writing, but the complexity of which 
goes often unappreciated’ (p. 152). In this context, Nightingale (1986) would add that the 
peculiarities of linguistic specifications in different subject areas need to be explicitly taught. The 
EAP and SFL approaches can help reduce genre complexity to a level of linguistic explicitness 
where L2 writers can acquire a conscious understanding of the target genre and can use concrete 
concepts to create their own meanings in context. Teaching textual features overtly does not 
necessarily mean constraining one’s writing; it is only part of providing learners with declarative, 
or in Tardy’s (2009) terms – formal knowledge, necessary for the acquisition of the multi-faceted 
genre knowledge.  
Continuing this standpoint, it is important to further mention that genre knowledge does 
not develop in a linear fashion from a beginning to a final domain, and that certain aspects of 
genre knowledge are learned better in certain environments, formal knowledge being best 
acquired in the writing classroom (Tardy, 2009). This is likely because L2 writers new to a given 
genre find it difficult to comprehend the complex socio-disciplinary interactions rendered 
through texts, especially given the multiple layers of requisite knowledge that they are lacking. 
In the context of classroom instruction, they tend to naturally focus on separate aspects of the 
discourse or lexico-grammatical features of formal knowledge; then, when they re-encounter and 
become familiar with these and other rhetorical and procedural aspects, they begin to integrate 
them all though a process that leads to increasing automaticity of genre knowledge. Tardy 
suggests that for some learners, perhaps especially those who are prematurely situated in the 
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expert domain and for whom genre complexities are too abstract, it may be wise to 
compartmentalize and gradually introduce the domains of genre knowledge. She says, ‘filtering 
out some genre dimensions at early stages – especially for learners who face greater cultural or 
linguistic challenges – can help students make initial observations about a genre without feeling 
overwhelmed’, and proposes to start with the analysis of communicative moves (in Johns et al., 
2006, p. 240), which is the cornerstone technique of EAP. 
The idea of gradual initiation to genres intersects with views on how writers become 
expert. Acquisition of writer expertise begins with knowledge-telling (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 
1987), when writers focus on texts perceiving them as ‘isomorphic with the structure of the 
domain content’ and entirely collapsing the rhetorical problem onto the domain content; in other 
words, ‘texts are taken to be equivalent to what they say’ (Geisler, 1994, pp. 41-42). At this 
stage, linguistic analysis can serve as a heuristics for invention since discovering the choices and 
constraints existing within genres would help writers see themselves in this symbolic world and 
textually inhabit it more meaningfully (Bawarshi, 2003). Gradually, novices tacitly acquire 
abstract representations needed to write expertly, and only when their naïve representation of 
rhetorical knowledge evolves as distinct from the domain content concept are they able to 
transform knowledge. This is when writers perceive texts as acts performed by authors for 
certain audiences and when texts are written ‘not simply to say things, but to do things: to 
persuade, to argue, to excuse’ (Geisler, 1994, p. 43). Without scaffolding, acquiring writer 
expertise can be a lengthy and inefficient process because tacit learning of genre has a very steep 
curve. Even ‘professional writers who move between disciplines or who become students again 
can find writing conventions mysterious and difficult to embrace or own’ (McKenna, 2003). The 
linguistic approaches can help bridge knowledge with the rhetorical dimension, making the 
 
 
46 
rhetorical tacit explicit through linguistic realizations and thus facilitating knowledge 
transformation in writing. SFL pedagogical techniques, for example, employ explicit pedagogy 
in a teaching/learning cycle where the teacher has a ‘visible and interventionist role’ (Martin, 
1999, p. 124), first modeling texts types with a focus on linguistic features in relation to their 
social functions and then constructing texts jointly with the students in order to scaffold their 
independent text construction.   
Beginning to develop genre knowledge through an explicit focus on conventionalized 
forms and on the way social meanings are linguistically constructed can also provide a 
foundation for developing L2 writers’ metacognitive awareness of social practices within their 
discourse communities. Exploring expressive means of disciplinary discourse can shape learners’ 
genre schemas as they begin to better understand the implicit relationship between socio-
communicative goals and textual features, which materialize genres as repeated yet evolving 
social actions. Becoming aware of how meaning is made by a writer for a readership in a 
particular context and for particular purposes allows for ‘writerly engagement with texts’ 
(Cheng, 2008, p.66, author’s emphasis) and for gaining better insights about the abstruse 
interaction of various rhetorical dimensions. This assumption is supported by empirical evidence 
obtained in a range of studies reporting on the potential of explicit linguistic analysis to increase 
L2 writers’ rhetorical awareness and to better contextualize the genre they are producing 
(Hanauer, 1998; Henry & Roseberry, 1998; Pang, 2002; Yasuda, 2011). These studies 
substantiate Tardy’s recommendation to begin teaching genre with move analysis by showing 
that L2 novice writers not only became cognizant of communicative functions but also continued 
to use them and significantly improve their writing. 
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Another reason for opening the genre scene with move analysis is that EAP research has 
provided teachers and students with tools that make genre pedagogy explicit and visible, in 
Hyland’s words. John Swales’ (1981, 1990) seminal work has generated a wealth of research, 
which provides analytic frameworks of move and step-level functional discourse elements that 
describe the rhetorical development of research article (henceforth RA) sections (Brett, 1994; 
Bruce, 2008b; Cortes, 2013; Cotos, Huffman, Link, & Paben, 2013a,b; del Saz Rubio, 2011; 
Dudley-Evans, 1994; Holmes, 1997; Kamoksilapatham, 2007; Lim, 2006, 2010; Loi, 2010; 
Ozturk, 2007; Peacock, 2002; Parkinson, 2011; Samraj, 2002; Williams, 1999). Swales’ Create a 
Research Space (CARS) model for Introduction sections, in particular, has been validated 
through analyses of corpora in a range of academic fields and is therefore very popular in L2 
writing instruction (Chang & Kuo, 2011; Cortes, 2007; Swales & Feak, 2004). The Swalesian 
framework has also been adopted at my institution, Iowa State University. In the next section I 
describe how L2 graduate writing instruction here has come to employ genre-based pedagogy 
and how it still needs some form of enhancement, advisably technological, to better address 
discipline-specificity and individualization of instruction.  
1.3.4   Instructional challenges  
Similar to many other universities in English-speaking countries, Iowa State University offers 
several academic writing courses. The writing course for international graduate students brings 
together young scholars from various disciplinary programs, and such heterogeneity makes the 
instruction very challenging. It would certainly be ideal to have field-specific writing classes 
(Cargill et al., 2001; Hyland, 2002), which would be designed for graduate students in certain 
disciplines, or to have instructors who would be members of students’ discourse communities 
and who would also be trained in language matters (Levis & Muller-Levis, 2003). Since Iowa 
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State University, as well as many other English-medium universities, operates in less than ideal 
conditions in this respect, L2 writing instructors have experimented with different teaching 
methods in their efforts to bridge the gap between genre writing and disciplinary conventions.  
Early on, this course included a wide range of genres, such as memos, literature reviews, 
research reports, and critiques. The number of genres has gradually decreased, the major focus 
being placed on the research report. Vann and Myers (2001) exercised an inductive approach to 
the analysis of individual texts, in which students examined the format, content, and grammatical 
and rhetorical conventions of each section of the research report. Supplements to this approach 
were tasks that required students to write journal entries about the rhetorical conventions of 
prominent journals in their disciplines and tasks that placed the writing research experience ‘in 
the framework of an interactive, cooperative effort with cross-cultural interaction’ (Vann & 
Myers, 2001, p. 82).  
Later, after having followed a primarily skill-based approach, whereby the students wrote 
field-specific literature reviews, summaries, data commentaries, and other discipline-specific 
texts, Levis and Muller-Levis (2003) reported on transforming the course into a project-based 
one. The project consisted of carrying out original research, the topic of which was the same for 
all students and was determined by the instructor. From the start, the students were provided with 
a limited set of articles on, for instance, cross-cultural adjustment, with which they worked to 
identify potential research questions for further investigation and to write the literature review. 
This approach placed a heavy emphasis on collaboration as students worked in small groups on 
developing data-collection instruments and on analyzing data. Oral presentations about the 
group-research project wrapped up the course.  
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Although no empirical evaluations were carried out, experience showed that there were 
both advantages and disadvantages in these practices. Advantageous were tasks, collaborative 
and individual, that helped students become acquainted with academic genres through analyses 
of sample texts and that geared them toward the production of writing samples similar to those 
studied in class. What appeared to be a major drawback was the fact that the problem of 
disciplinarity was not addressed. Students in different disciplines worked with a limited number 
of texts, typically on general topics, examining generic features of a given genre, but not being 
able to discover the peculiarities of writing in their particular fields. For that, students needed to 
be exposed to a large amount of authentic texts that would exhibit the features of the genre as 
established by their discourse communities. That is why the search for an appropriate 
pedagogical approach to genre teaching has focused on the use of corpora.  
Cortes (2007), concerned with research writing and disciplinarity, revamped the course 
implementing a corpus-based methodology. In this version of the course, each student worked 
with a corpus of research articles published in top journals of his/her discipline. The tasks 
focused on corpus explorations of the research article sections one at a time. Students analyzed 
the texts in their corpus being guided by move frameworks. The course was largely learner-
oriented in that the students conducted corpus analyses in order to discover discourse tendencies 
and linguistic patterns characteristic of research articles published in their particular discipline. 
They reported on their observations and then applied the insights gained from the corpus when 
writing a research article for the final project of the course. Although justifiable and sound, this 
model, just like its predecessors, did not provide L2 writers with more writing practice and 
individualized guidance. Move frameworks adopted only as guidelines did not seem to be 
sufficient for learning, for they fell short of confirming the accuracy of students’ corpus 
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observations and of revealing the variation inherent to the disciplines. In other words, students 
were not receiving any kind of feedback on their corpus observations, so their understanding of 
the discourse norms and identification of rhetorical patterns remained unscaffolded by the 
instructor and unconfirmed by the members of the disciplinary community.  
Arguably, L2 research writing pedagogy would need to provide sufficient opportunities 
for students to practice conveying genre-specific messages and to actively engage with the 
discourse in their discipline. In this book, I propose that this considerable pedagogical challenge 
is alleviated by genre-based automated writing evaluation (AWE) technology developed to 
enhance students’ encounter with specialized corpora and to facilitate their learning of a research 
genre by providing individual and discipline-specific feedback on the strengths and weaknesses 
of their own discourse. To demonstrate proof-of-concept, Chapter II introduces a prototype 
program responsive to practical needs, the Intelligent Academic Discourse Evaluator (IADE). 
Before that, however, I will provide the background necessary to better understand the potential 
of AWE, which is not without controversy. 
 
